30 December 1968 


Dear Harold, 


Yours of the 26th just arrived, 
from Louie hut will call him tomorrow 
opened. 

I have not yet received word 
morning, if the office is 


I understand your observations on the non -New Orleans stuff and 
the yes-man problem well. Any differences we may have had are a result 
of our differing conceptions of the roles of each of us. Naturally, 
my role is quite different from yours, and this leads to differing 
actions. 

I must be more specific, I know. 

I have looked upon myself as a junior investigator, so to speak. 

I see myself as part of a team. I am somewhat humble because I fully 
realize what my inexperience means. 

On the other hand, you were among the first to become really 
active in this thing, T hat makes you very much a senior member of 
the team. You have the experience to analyse what I can only report. 

So, consequently, X have confined my activities to reporting 
whatever I can that I know. Each memo contains a subjective analysis, 
but I have always felt that Ivon, Garrison, Alcock, etc. were in a far 
better position to do a really meaningful analysis. If for no other 
reason than that they knew much evidence that I did not. 

As for Hose, Bradley, etc., I did not see it as my position in 
the investigation to pronounce judgment. My jco was to report what I 
knew, offer my opinions, and allow the others to make the judgments. 

And I can truthfully say that ’.flat I have personally known of Rose and 
Bradley led me to believe that other evidence would make them good 
aspects of the investigation. Should I have demanded a complete copy 
of the Bradley file before I consented to do anything on that case? 

I think not. The best that I could do was to take that which I had 
personal knowledge of, o'hfer my honest opinions, do the best work I 
could, and rely upon the other's experience and belief in truth to 
come to the correct conclusion. That is teamwork, X think. 

So I have always said that what I know of the Bradley case I 
believe to be solid. It is not sufficient to convict, by any means. 

I have to rely upon the other members of the team for the rest and 
presume that they are as cautious as I. 

On the other hand, you have a much broader view of the whole thing. 

If you have seen the files while in New Orleans, you are in a position 
to make an evaluation and judgement, though the jury makes the final one. 

I think this difference in conception of roles is a good part of our 
differences. 

Now, the question obviously arises, what if the rest of the team 
cannot be relyed upon? l/hat if they are wrong? I had thought of this 
possibility many months ago, probably when I met Roger Craig and had 

doubts about his credibility and more than just doubts about his publicity 

tours. I was concerned on February 18, 1967 about the possibility that 
Jim was wrong and -would pull all of us down with him. I concluded at that 
time that (Roger Craig in L.A. Feb. '68) that, if Jim were wrong, there 
was first of all no way I could dissociate Lane, you, Sahl, and the other 
inf luentials from the investigation. I have no influence. I did not 
know that he was wrong, so I wouldn't have done this if I could. All 

that I could do, I thought, was to be sure that whatever work I was involved, 

in was 1 001b accurate. 
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When re-organizing my files last week, I had a chance to review my 
work. I believe that it is close to 100,4 accurate — * meaning an accurate 
reflection of what someone said, not what is true. My subjective analyses 
turned out to be more accurate than I would have expected. Sure, I 
made mistakes — I should have realised what Broshears was the first time 
I saw him, not the second. Then I should have not been as lenient with 
him. I should not have relied upon the assurances of an irresponsible 
and unreliable person as Jaffe, e.g. with Hepburn. t But, >then, Jyow could 
I have knocked what I hadn* t seen? 

Are all members of the team supposed to second guess all other 
members of the team? N 0 . only a few senior members, in positions of 
access, can do that. 

I have very few regrets over the work I have .done. I have spent 
exactly Si 5-00 of Jim's money (for Bradley photos). It is disappo* nting 
that I have found nothing to use in court, though. 

Regarding Rose, I will talk to Louie in the morning. Let me say that 
your suspicions of Rose in Feb. were more than justified. I told him 
recently, when he called to tell me about Boxley, thau everyone had 
suspicions of him then and he said that he would have been appalled if 
they hadn’t. I felt that after his testing period working with Jaffe, 
Turner, Boxley, and Garrison that he would be considered o.k. by the 
team and. only objectionable actions in the future would raise the questions. 
I do not know what he has done in major part since he went to KOLA in 
late March. Hew, I think, look at who passed the judgment of him. 

I'm writing poorly, I know. Had a bad reaction to shots today. 

Sorry. 

Your upset over Jaffe' s use of Jim's money is more than o.k. 

I expressed my concern to Louie months ago, as did Rose. 

I agree with your philosophy of agent charges. It is irrelevant. 

The only question is does someone help or hurt? Irresponsibility can 
be as dangerous as an agent. 

You are now more explicit on what you want on Hepburn. Addenda to 
memos enclosed. 

One other thing. I do agree that Jim should have stuck to KOLA 
and not gone elsewhere. Always, the Shaw case is the decisive one. 

But, once he made the decision to go elsewhere, and I’m in a position 
to help, I will. Even if just to establishH what isn’t. 



